Opening Speech for Defence.
Sir H. Curtis Bennett
a devoted man up to August, 1920—neglecting his wife, going
there when nobody could see him in the hours of night to
administer poison "—and they would have said, " Why this
change 1 " But because he is behaving as every normal, decent
man would behave, because he is behaving exactly as the whole of
the history of this case would show he would be likely to behave,
a devoted husband going up in his spare time, and in most of his
spare time sitting by his wife, then in the atmosphere of this
Court, with the man upon trial for murder, people bold up their
hands and say, " Good gracious, he was going upstairs to sit with
his wife; he might have given it to her then/7 Why should this
sort of atmosphere prevail when a man is put into the dock ancl
charged? Every act which is a natural act, and an act which
you would expect from the history of the case, in some extra-
ordinary way is made to assume a sinister aspect.
In 1914: Major Armstrong was called up, as many another
person was in the country; and from May, 1914, until 23rd May,
1919—note the date—he was serving. What is the history of the
relations of Major Armstrong and his wife during that timef
This man is alleged to be the poisoner of his wife. During the
whole of that time the evidence is that, except for one leave, he
spent all his leaves with his wife and children. In 1915 Major
Armstrong goes to Teignmouth, and from 1915 until 1918 she is
at Teignmouth. Say the prosecution, and it is as I have already
pointed out the rock upon which this case is founded—say the
prosecution, August or September, 1920, the first sign of this
multiple neuritis which, according to the prosecution, is brought
on by the administration of arsenic by Major Armstrong. There
is not one scrap of evidence that he administered any, but that is
their case. Is it a true case or not? Why, gentlemen, from 1915
right up to 1920, if you believe the evidence which has been given
by the prosecution, Mrs. Armstrong was suffering more or less
from time to time with multiple neuritis; and this case is founded
by the prosecution upon the fact that in May, 1919, Dr. Hincks
says he finds she has neuritis in one arm, I think the right arm,
and he tells her to wear a sling. They seem to have forgotten
the evidence of Miss Friend and Miss Pearce, because the evidence
of Miss Friend is this, that at Teignmouth Mrs. Armstrong
suffered from rheumatism, not in one hand, which wag what Dr,
Hincks found in May, 19il9, but suffered from rheumatism in the
hands and knees. In 1918 Miss Friend says her sister Mrs.
Armstrong was suffering from loss of power in her hands; she could
not play the*piano, could not do up her dress. Has this evidence
been forgotten by the prosecution when they say that this multiple
neuritis only started in 1920? In 1918 she was suffering from
multiple neuritis. In 1918 she was suffering not with neuritis
in one arm, local neuritis, as it has been called, but with rheuma-
tism in the hands and knees. You will not have lost sight of a
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